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FULL COMMITTEE CONSIDERATION OF H.R. 4413, H.R. 3412, H.R. 
$413, H.R. 3323, H.R. 3290, H.R. 3291, H.R. 3292, H.R. 3293, H.R. 
3368, AND H.R. 3365; APPOINTMENT OF SPECIAL SUBCOMMITTEE 
TO CONSIDER H.R. 3387; AND REPORT OF REAL ESTATE AND CON- 
STRUCTION SUBCOMMITTEE 
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House or REPRESENTATIVES, (OF MicHyas 
CoMMITTEE ON ARMED SERVICES, _ At 
Washington, D.C., Tuesday, February 24, 195M AR | 1 195 
The committee met at 10:10 a.m., Hon. Carl Vinson, chairman, } 
presiding. MAIN 
The CuarrMan. Let the committee come to order. READING ROOM 
A quorum is present. 
The purpose of the meeting this morning is to consider reports from 
the subcommittees. 
The first subcommittee I will recognize is the chairman of the sub- 
committee No, 1, Mr. Kilday. Mr. Kilday, has your subcommittee 
a report to submit ? 
r. Kinpay. Yes, Mr. Chairman, we have several bills. 
I will first report on H.R. 4413, entitled, “A bill to provide im- 
proved opportunity for promotion for certain officers in the naval 
service, and for other purposes.” 
Mr. Chairman, this is a very technical and rather complicated bill. 
I will read a statement with reference to it, and then if there are 
green I will attempt to answer them. I would like to complete 
e statement first because I believe it will probably answer a num- 
ber of questions that would occur to members as we go along. 
The purpose of the proposed legislation is to provid equitable op- 
portunity for promotion to officers of the Navy and the Marine Corps 
who are in or behind the so-called hump. 
In order to fully understand this very complex problem, it first 
meng for me to describe just what the hump is and how it was 
created. 
The hump is the disproportionate number of Regular officers of the 
Navy and the Marine Corps who were originally commissioned dur- 
ing World War II. These officers are practically all contemporaries 
from the standpoint of age, years of service, and experience and they 
represent one-third of all of the Regular officers of the Navy and 
the Marine Corps. 
In other words, one-third of the Regular officers of the Navy and 
the Marine Corps are contained in 4-year time spread, while the re- 
maining two-thirds are spread over the remaining 26 years of a 30- 
year career pattern. 
These officers are serving in the grades of major and lieutenant 
cclonel in the Marine Corps, and lieutenant commander and com- 
mander in the Navy. 
The problem that these officers face can be summarized as follows: 
Eight thousand Regular “hump” officers in the Navy now serving in 
the grade of commander and lieutenant commander must be fitted 
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into 2,000 expected vacancies in the grade of captain over the next 
10 years. 

n the Marine Corps the problem is to fit 1,940 Regular “hump” 
majors into 435 lieutenant colonel vacancies during the next 5 years, 
Ultimately 3,000 Regular “hump” lieutenant colonels and majors of 
the Marine Corps must be fitted into 580 colonels’ billets. 

It is perfectly obvious from these figures that unless corrective 
action is taken, the attrition rate, that is the number of people who 
will fail of selection for promotion will be fantastically high over the 
next 10 years. 

Now let me give you exactly what this attrition rate will be unless 
we pass this legislation : 

In the Navy the attrition rate for selection of Regulars from com- 
mander to captain without legislation will be 74 percent. In other 
words, 3 out of 4 Regular commanders considered for promotion to 
captain will fail of selection because there will be insufficient vacancies 
to permit any additional promotions. 

Even worse, on promotion from lieutenant commander to com- 
mander, the attrition rate for Regulars will eventually reach 85 per- 
cent. In other words, 85 out of 100 being considered for promotion 
from lieutenant commander to commander will fail of selection. 

With the proposed legislation, the attrition rate from commander 
to captain will be reduced to about 54 percent, and the attrition rate 
from lieutenant commander to commander will be reduced to about 
45 percent. 

In the Marine Corps.the attrition rate, that is the rate of Regular 
officers who will not be selected for promotion from major to lieutenant 
colonel, will be 75 percent, unless corrective action is taken. 

If the proposed legislation is enacted, the attrition rate from major 
to lieutenant colonel will be reduced to aproximately 30 percent and 
the attrition rate from lieutenant colonel to colonel will be approxi- 
mately 40 percent. 

This is the magnitude of the problem. It is due to the fact that a 
large number of officers were commissioned at approximately the same 
time in approximately the same grade during World War ITI. 

In 1947, when the Officer Personnel Act was passed, it was antici- 
pated that attrition would be approximately 20 percent in promotion 
from lieutenant to lieutenant commander, 20 percent from lieutenant 
commander to commander, and 25 percent from commander to cap- 
tain. These attrition rates were not applied in the Navy, to the 
Regular officers, because of a number of circumstances which arose 
after the Officer Personnel Act was enacted. 

First it should be noted that the anticipated normal promotion 
points could not have been attained for at least 10 years after enact- 
ment of the Officer Personnel Act in 1947. Second, many officers 
were serving in higher grades, in advance of their normal promotion 
points. This was to be expected because the size of the Navy and 
Marine Corps, at the end of World War II, was considerably in 
excess of the size of these two services prior to World War II. Thus 
the billet justification existed, which included accelerated promotions, 
when the Officer Personnel Act was written. 

Then came the Korean war. It didn’t make sense to the Navy to 
fail an officer of selection to the next higher grade and then order an 
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inactive Reserve officer to active duty to fill that billet, particularly a 
Reserve officer who hadn’t been on active duty for about 5 years. At 
any rate, the attrition rates were not assessed during the Korean war. 
Thereafter the continuation of the cold war necessitated the mainte- 
nance of a Navy and Marine Corps in excess of that originally con- 
templated when the Officer Personnel Act of 1947 was written. 

Now we may criticize the Navy and Marine Corps, if we wish, for 
not taking more vigorous corrective action when the hump problem 
became obvious, but that will do nothing to solve the present problem. 
Corrective action by the Congress has now become absolutely 
necessary. 

Now, just what does the proposed legislation contemplate ? 

In order to understand what the proposed legislation contemplates, 
it is first necessary to explain what the Officer Personnel Act pro- 
vides with regard to tobced retirement points. 

Unrestricted line captains who are selected to the grade of captain 
under the Officer Personnel Act are not required to be retired under 
the law until they have completed 30 years of service and have twice 
failed of selection. This same principle applies to Marine Corps 
colonels. Navy commanders are not required to retire until they com- 
plete 26 years of service and until they have twice failed of selection 
to the grade of captain. The same principle applies to the grade of 
lieutenant colonel in the Marine Corps. 

The Navy does not bring their captains into legal promotion zones 
for promotion to admiral until the 29th and 30th year of service. 
The Marine Corps, on the other hand, put colonels in legal promotion 
zones to brigadier general in their 23d and 24th year. 

Both the Navy and Marine Corps have promoted majors and lieu- 
tenant commanders to the next higher grade, that is commander and 
lieutenant colonel, in their 16th and 17th year of service, and in some 
instances prior to the completion of those years of service. Officers 
now are being considered for promotion to captain in the Navy in 
their 18th and 19th years, and have been considered for promotion to 
colonel in the Marine Corps in their 18th and 19th year and during 
the Korean conflict prior to the soy, oe of this period of service. 

This was accelerated promotion, but it was necessitated by the 
billet requirements that existed at the time of Korea and thereafter. 

Now the officers who have already failed of selection to the grade 
of captain in the Navy or those who will thereafter fail of selection 
to captain in the Navy may do so in their 18th or 19th year depend- 
ing upon the year group and when the promotion boards meet. But 
bear in mind that these officers having twice failed of selection to the 
grade of captain in the Navy, or colonel in the Marine Corps, are 
not required to retire under existing law until they complete 26 years 
of service. 

As a result, there are 666 commanders now serving on active duty 
in the Navy who have once or twice failed of selection to the grade 
of captain, and there are 168 lieutenant colonels now serving on 
active duty in the Marine Corps who have once or twice failed of 
selection to the grade of colonel. 

Since under existing law these officers are not required to retire 
until they complete 26 years of service, it becomes readily apparent 
that without legislation these officers occupy commanders’ hpillets 
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that would otherwise be available for lieutenant commanders being 
considered for promotion to commander. The same is true of the 
Marine Corps. 

To indicate the effect this has under existing law, it can be stated 
that without this legislation over 50 percent of all commanders and 
lieutenant colonels serving on active duty will be twice passed over 
officers. 

The situation with regard to colonels in the Marine Corps and 
captains in the Navy is somewhat different because Navy captains 
are not legally passed over until their 29th or 30th year, whereas 
Marine Corps colonels are legally passed over in their 23d or 24th 

ear. 

Thus there are 92 colonels in the Marine Corps who have twice 
legally failed of selection to brigadier general whereas there are only 
61 unrestricted line captains in the Navy who have legally twice 
failed of selection to eo officers. These captains will, of course, 
retire on July 1, 1959. 

The ee es then is how to create vacancies which will permit a 
reasonable flow of promotion and at the same time treat everyone in 
as equitable a manner as is possible under the circumstances. 

There are several possible solutions to this situation. First, the 
Navy and Marine Corps could solve the problem by just going ahead 
and assessing this fantastic attrition rate against their lientenant 
commanders and majors. In other words, 3 out of 4 lieutenant com- 
manders and majors would fail of selection. 

Now bear in mind that these are the officers who fought in two 
wars and who have the experience that can only be gained in this 
manner. These officers constitute the future leaders of the Navy and 
Marine Corps. 

Secondly, promotions could be retarded for these individuals so 
that they are not brought up for promotion until well beyond the Of- 
ficer Personnel Act eat years of total service. Both the Navy 
and Marine Corps are now approaching the 18-year point for promo- 
tion to commander and lieutenant colonel. If this is done, a substan- 
tial number of these combat-experienced lieutenant commanders in 
the Navy and majors in the Marine Corps now serving on active dut 
will not even have an opportunity to be considered for general of- 
ficer in the Marine Corps and flag officer in the Navy, and officers 
junior to the hump would be similarly affected. 

The effect upon morale would, of course, be devastating. 

There is a third possibility which the Navy and Marine Corps have 
rejected: Namely, to ask the Congress to authorize additional num- 
bers in grade in excess of those now serving on active duty or the 
limits imposed by the Officer Grade Limitation Act to carry these 
officers on active duty even though there is no billet justification for 
them. If this is done over the next few years in order to maintain the 
flow of promotion and attrition contemplated by the Officer Person- 
nel Act, the Navy would need in the peak years about 2420 more un- 
restricted line captain vacancies, and about 900 more commander 
vacancies; the Marine Corps needs 675 more colonel vacancies and 
1,050 more lieutenant colonel vacancies. 

The net result would be a substantial number of senior officers serv- 
ing in the grade of lieutenant colonel and colonel in the Marine Corps, 
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and commander and captain in the Navy in excess of requirements. 
I the peak year, it is estimated that this would cost $63,430,000 in ad- 
ditional appropriations for military pay and allowances. This is 1 
year’s cost alone and is exclusive of special pays. Over a 10-year pe- 
riod, it is estimated that this would cost approximately $363,717,000 
more than the proposed legislation, in active duty pay and allowance. 
And these officers would be paid for serving in billets that would be 
completely unjustifiable. 

The committee will remember that we spent a great deal of time on 
the Officer Grade Limitation Act because the Congress insisted that 
severe restrictions be imposed upon the number of officers who could 
serve in the grade of major and above. I think we would have a very 
difficult time in attempting to justify additional billets just to permit 
a promotion system to function properly, and retain unneeded senior 
officers on active duty. 

Then what is the suggested solution ? 

The suggested solution is to spread the increased forced attrition 
and the slowdown of promotion flow equitably among the various 
grades from major through colonel, and lieutenant commander 
through captain. 

I mentioned earlier that a captain in the Navy today can expect to 
be retired when he completes 30 years of commissioned service and 
has twice failed of selection. The same is true of a marine colonel. 
The commander can expect to serve 26 years, as can a lieutenant 
colonel. 

The proposed legislation, stated as simply as possible, provides that 
twice-passed-over colonels or captains can be retired after they have 
completed at least 20 years of total commissioned service and twice- 
passed-over commanders and lieutenant colonels can be retired after 
they have completed at least 20 years of total commissioned service. 

Since the Navy does not have twice-passed-over captains with less 
than 30 years of service, the proposed legislation permits the Secretary 
of the Navy to establish continuation boards. Captains who are in 
their 5th year in grade as captains may be considered by these con- 
tinuation boards and if they are not selected for continuation, they 
will be retired on June 30 of the fiscal year in which they fail to be 
selected for continuation. The proposed eeiation also permits twice- 
passed-over lieutenant colonels and commanders to be recommended 
for continuation. If an officer is contained in his grade, he is not 
thereafter subject to a continuation board while serving in that grade. 

This is the sum and substance of the proposed legislation. There 
are other technical provisions which do not affect the substance of the 
matter. 

Now the subcommittee, in considering the proposed legislation, took 
into consideration the fact that the captains and commanders who 
will be adversely affected by the proposed legislation have, for practi- 
cal purposes, been subjected to very little forced attrition. There 
are some classes of iene officers where there has been 100 percent selec- 
tion opportunity for Regular officers. In addition, because of accel- 
erated promotion, these officers have all served in senior grades and 
have drawn the pay of these senior grades well in advance of their 
normal career patterns. 
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The Marine Corps is in a somewhat similar situation with respect 
to their colonels. This same is true to a lesser extent for majors and 
lieutenant colonels except that the Marine Corps did go through a 
reselection process with some forced attrition rather than affirm pro- 
motions for majors and lieutenant colonels that were made under the 
Temporary Promotion Act of 1941. 

It is a fair statement to make, however, that most of the captains 
and colonels and commanders and lieutenant colonels now serving on 
active duty in the Navy and Marine Corps have not been subjected 
to the attrition rates contemplated by the Officer Personnel Act. 

In considering this problem, the Navy and Marine Corps attempted 
to equate these factors with the needs of the service and the necessity 
for giving their lieutenant commanders and majors a reasonable oppor- 
tunity for promotion. The subcommittee agrees with the legislation 
proposed by the Navy Department insofar as the solution suggested 
1s concerned. 

In other words, the subcommittee agrees that twice-passed-over 
commanders and lieutenant colonels should be retired short of 26 
pe of service, and likewise agrees that captains and colonels should 

e retired short of 30 years of service in such numbers as may be 
necessary in order to provide vacancies which will permit a more 
reasonable promotional opportunity for the majors and lieutenant 
commanders who constitute the hump. 

But the subcommittee also took into consideration that these officers 
who will be affected by the proposed enactment of this legislation, 
that is, the individuals now serving as captains in the Navy and colo- 
nels in the Marine Corps, who had reason to believe that they would 
continue to serve until they had completed 30 years of service, and 
the commanders and lieutenant colonels who had reason to believe 
they would remain on active duty until they had completed 26 years 
of service, should receive some form of readjustment allowance to 
offset the expenses of severance from active duty that will occur 
sooner than they had contemplated. 

Now, this was placed in the bill by the subcommittee. This did not 
come from the Department. I don’t know that it has ever appeared 
in the budget. The subcommittee felt very strongly about this pro- 
vision. 

Now, this raises the very interesting question as to whether or not 
these people who will be affected by the proposed legislation had a 
right to expect to serve 30 years as captains and colonels, or 26 years 
as commanders and lieutenant colonels. 

We have an opinion that I will not at this point read, although at 
the conclusion of this statement, Mr. Chairman, in view of notice that 
has been given of a proposed amendment, I will at that time want to 
read at least a portion of the opinion. 

In short, while it is perfectly obvious that no Regular officer of the 
armed services can be construed to have a contract with the Govern- 
ment, nevertheless, it is true that the Congress can by statute estab- 
lish the means by which that officer may be discharged or retired, but 
the Congress can also change these statutes without exposing the Gov- 
ernment to a charge of having violated a contract or having acted in 


bad faith. 
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On the other hand, these individuals, all things being equal, had 
reason to believe that if they retained their health and performed 
their duties in a satisfactory manner, that in all likelihood they would 
continue until they had reached their statutory retirement point. 
Now we are changing the retirement point in the law. The subcom- 
mittee was of the opinion that it was only proper that these officers 
should be given a separation allowance to assist them in adjusting to 
the necessary changes in their personal planning. To some extent, 
the readjustment costs that these officers may incur can be related to 
the years of active duty not completed. 

The amount that the subeommitee felt was reasonable under the 
circumstances was 2 months’ pay for each year of active service that 
these individuals will not be able to complete as a result of the enact- 
ment of the proposed legislation. But we have also provided that 
no individual shall receive an amount in excess of $6,000. 

We believe that this lump sum payment will provide for the read- 
aeepeere of these officers due to their unexpected return to civilian 
ife at this time. 

Now there are some additional provisions in this bill which I think I 
should explain in more detail. 

The bill submitted by the Navy Department would have permitted 
certain officers who will be retired under the provisions of the pro- 
posed legislation to gain additional constructive credit for retirement 
purposes beyond that which is authorized by law today. 

We have deleted that provision from the bill. 

In addition to adding the readjustment pay to which I have re- 
ferred, we have also inserted a provision which prevents the proposed 
legislation from being used with respect to physicians, dentists, mem- 
bers of the Medical Service Corps and the Nurse Corps so long as 
the doctors draft law is in effect. 

It is the opinion of the subcommittee that physicians and dentists 
serving on active duty in the Navy should not be subjected to early 
retirement under the provisions of this act while we are still involun- 
tarily calling physicians and dentists to active duty to meet the 
medical and dental needs of the armed services. 

_ And in view of the fact that the physicians and dentists are being 
involuntarily called, we thought it was also wise to provide this 
exception for members of the Medical Service Corps and the Nurse 
Corps. I —— add that there was no intention on the part of the 
Navy to apply this proposed legislation to these four corps but we 
felt that it would be wiser to make the law very clear in that respect. 

We now come to the subject of cost. 

The cost aspects of this type of legislation are complex and neces- 
sarily speculative. Not only must the increased cost of early retire- 
ments of captains, colonels, commanders, and lieutenant colonels in 
the event of the passage of this legislation be weighed against the 
increased cost of the early retirements of the excessive numbers of 
lieutenant commanders and majors who will be retired in the event 
that this legislation fails, but also it is necessary to consider the rela- 
tive cost of active duty pay under both of these contingencies. 

The subcommittee made considerable inquiry into the original cost 
figures submitted by the Navy Department. It insisted on a resub- 
mission of the long-term retirement costs based on not one, but three 
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actuarial tables. They have been inserted into the hearings. It 
examined carefully the Department’s estimates of differences in the 
costs of active duty pay both with and without the legislation. 

As a result of its inquiries, the subcommittee feels that the maxi- 
mum cost of the proposed legislation, including the readjustment 
pay recommended by the subcommittee, will not exceed $15 million 
spread over the next 60 years. 

The Cuarrman. How many ? 

Mr. Kinpay. 60. 

During the first 7 years of the program, it is probable that the 
proposed legislation will actually result in a total increase of expendi- 
tures of only $3,500,000, including the readjustment pay. 

Now, as is stated in the prepared statement, Mr. Chairman, these 
figures are very difficult to arrive at. They must necessarily be 
speculative. 

From our broad knowledge of the personnel system we know that 
when a man is retired, he is going on the retired roll and another one 
is going to step up. But that doesn’t mean that he is going to cost 
you as much as the other one because he is a man of lesser service 
and in a different pay bracket, so he then costs you less. 

That is just an indication of how complicated the ascertainment 
of costs in this thing will be. 

I want to say, Mr. Chairman, that the subcommittee gave this very 
careful consideration. 

But it was not only in this session that that was done. 

The subcommittee heard this problem discussed and a proposed 
solution in the last session of Congress, and in the session of the 
Congress before that the subcommittee held a hearing on the problem, 
quite a long, exhaustive hearing on the problem. 

Now as to those who approach this thing with any qualms, I want 
to tell you that I was with you through a period of 2 years on this 
and I — I was sort of hoping that the problem would just go 
away. But it hasn’t gone away. It is still here. And I have re- 
solved the qualms that I had about this because we have reached the 
ser where something has to be done. That is all there is to it. 

omething has just got to be done about the situation. 

I guess the irresistable force has met the immovable object in this 
matter. 

I think we can all understand it better and I think the House can 
understand it better if we put it this way. There are 3,500 officers, 
Regular officers in the Navy and Marine Corps today who must be 
relieved from active duty. They must be attrited. They are 
eventually going to be attrited whether there is legislation or not. 
If there is no legislation 6,300 officers are going to go out at the lower 
grades, younger, more vigorous, but well experienced officers, because 
there are no vacancies in the next higher grade for them. 

So 3,500 are going to go out before those 3,500 thought they 
would have to go out of the Navy and the Marine Corps. 

What this legislation will do is to provide some selectivity as to 
who shall go out, whether it shall be your young men who are coming 
up the ladder and those to whom you are going to have to look in the 
years to come to maintain an efficient and a vigorous Navy, or whether 
you are going to, by a process as nearly equitable as this committee 
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has been able to figure out, permit the retirement before 26 years of 
service of the group of commanders and before 30 years of service a 
group of captains. 

Mr. Rivers. Will the gentleman yield ? 

Mr. Kitpay. I yield. 

The Cuatrman. Are you finished, Mr. Kilday ? 

Mr. Kupay. That is my statement, yes, sir, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Rivers. I will yield to the chairman. 

The Cuarrman. Thank you. I would like to compliment Mr. Kil- 
day on the information he gave. I think he so thoughtfully set it 
forth that every member of the committee can thoroughly understand 
the main objectives of the legislation. 

He summed it up absolutely correct when he says: “We are just 
up against the proposition that must be dealt with now. If it is not 
dealt with, it will just become more aggravated as the years go by.” 

Thank you, Mr. Kilday. Now, Mr. Rivers. 

Mr. Rivers. I was a member of Mr. Kilday’s committee when we 
heard this before and I recall the misgivings which Mr. Kilday had 
as well as the membership of that subcommittee. I am glad to see him 
resolving it now, because it is inevitable. 

I would like to ask Mr. Kilday this. Will your proposal, Mr. Kil- 
day, of your distinguished subcommittee, relieve the hump com- 
pletely, and if so, when ? 

Mr. Kitpay. No. I think that the statement I made as to the con- 
tinued attrition rate—I don’t believe that you will have the hump re- 
lieved when you have an attrition rate of, I think, 54 percent in the 
grade of commander. 

I am trying to remember back to 1947 now, just from memory. But 
I think at that time we were anticipating certainly nothing more than 
33 or 3314 percent. What was it? 

Mr. Bianprorp. We anticipated a 25 percent failure of selection 
from commander to captain. 

Mr. Rivers. That is attrition. 

Mr. Kinpay. Yes. 

Mr. Branprorp. This attrition is going to be higher than that be- 
cause you can’t solve the entire hump problem. What we are attempt- 
ing to do here is to reduce the attrition to a reasonable figure. It 
will still be considerably higher than that contemplated by the Officer 
Personnel Act. 

Mr. Rivers. All right. 

The Cuarrman. Mr. Kilday, let me ask you this. As I interpret 
this bill, it is not permanent legislation. It would be classified as 
temporary legislation. 

Mr. Kitpay. That is correct. 

The Cuatrman. Because the law still reads 30 and 26. 

Mr. Kitpay. That is correct. The bill contains a termination date, 
June 30, 1970. 

The Cuamman. 1970. 

Mr. Kizpay. Yes. 

The Cuarrman. I hope some day—I have been familiar with this 
since 1916. I know a great deal about this selection matter, because 
it used to come before the Naval Affairs Committee. 
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I do hope sometime in the next 2 or 3 years a complete study can 
be made of the method of selection in the Navy. I think time has 
demonstrated that there may be room for considerable improvement 
in the present method. 

Mr. Bennett, I understand you have an amendment or want to 
make some comment. 

Mr. Bennerr. Yes, Mr. Chairman. I certainly agree with the 
chairman, the subcommittee chairman, Mr. Kilday, on the impor- 
tance of this legislation and something should be done in this field. 

The committee hearing, the last committee hearing we had on this, 
seemed to me to point up the necessity of doing something along the 
line of the third alternative which Mr. Kilday suggested, and that 
is the idea of seeing if there was a possibility of retaining these men 
on active duty to fulfill the moral obligation of our country and at 
the same time make sense with regard to dollars and utilization of 
personnel. 

For the purpose of brevity, I think it would be better if I read the 
statement which I prepared here. It is three or four pages long. 

The CuHarrman. Read the statement. 

Mr. Bennerr. Mr. Chairman, I offer an amendment which in no 
way limits the purpose of H.R. 4413 to provide improved opportunity 
for promotion in the higher grades of the Navy. This amendment 
will prevent breaching a moral obligation of our Government to many 
competent and loyal naval officers. We should be concerned with 
the implications to our national defense of giving present and future 
officers reason to believe that commitments made to induce service 
will be honored by our Government only to the extent that it is later 
expedient for it to do so. The faith of a people in the integrity of 
their government’s promises is priceless and it is foolish economy 
indeed to save money by repudiating such commitments. 

The moral obligation which the unamended bill would repudiate 
was embodied in the Officer Personnel Act of 1947. There was a 
definite commitment in that act that naval officers of captain and 
commander grade who completed certain service would not be re- 
tired until completion of 30 to 26 years, respectively. Reference to 
the hearings on this legislation now before us show that both the 
representatives of the Navy and members of the subcommittee re- 
peatedly referred to this as a “guarantee by law” (p. 3, 1959 hearings) 
a “guaranteed 30 years of service” (pp. 55, 56, 1959 hearings). Else- 
where in the hearings, it is pointed out that by enacting the unamended 
bill we would be “changing specific rules” (pp. 34, 48, and 50, 1959 
hearings) or effecting a “change in signals” (p. 30, 1958 hearings). 

The hearings show that the 1947 act was passed to prevent a loss 
of officers at a time when they were badly needed, that it was passed 
to assure these officers that if they completed certain service they 
would not be involuntarily retired until they completed 26 or 30 years, 
whichever was applicable, and that the officers affected by the un- 
amended bill so understood. This is shown by the following colloquy 
between the chairman and Admiral Holloway (p. 37, 1958 hearings) : 

Mr. Kitpay. When did the 26- and 30-year provision come into the naval 

? 
a hamiral Hortoway. Officer Personnel Act of 1947, Mr. Chairman. 


Mr. Kitpay. Do you recall the reason that that was put in at that time, 
Admiral? 
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Admiral Hottoway. Mr. Chairman * * * I think it was in anticipation of 
normal promotion periods in a stabilized peace condition that would give a 
certain security to officers so that they could count upon certain retired pay 
before they were separated from the service. 

Mr. Kitpay. Admiral, in 1947 wasn’t there an attrition rate of approximately 
50 percent on promotion from lieutenant commander to commander? 

Admiral Hottoway. Approximately that. 

Mr. Kiipay. And there were a number of things done in the Officer Personnel 
Act in an attempt to reduce the attrition rate? 

Admiral HoLtoway. That is correct, sir. 

Mr. Kiipay. And one was to increase the number of billets in the higher 
grades? 

Admiral HoLttoway. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Kiipay. So as to continue promotion through as they complete more 
service. Isn’t this 26 and 30 a portion of that? 

Admiral Hottoway. That is correct, sir. 

Mr. Kiipay. In order to avoid early retirement which we were suffering in 
1947. 

Admiral HoLttoway. This is correct, sir. 

On February 17, 1959, the following colloquy between Chairman 
Kilday and Secretary Gates shows that not only was the 1947 act 
intended as a guarantee but that it was so understood and relied upon 
by these officers: 

Mr. Ki_pay. * * * Whether it was conceived originally as a guaranteed tour 
or not, it has resulted in a guaranteed tour to the individual, do you agree to 
that? 

Secretary Gates. I think, Mr. Chairman, that is a fair interpretation; yes, 
ae 

Mr. Kiipay. * * * the individual regards this as a guarantee to him, and 
with a great deal of justification, that as commander he would be permitted to 
remain on active duty for 26 years and as a captain for a period of 30 
years * * %, 

In further amplification of this point, the following colloquy be- 
tween Congressman Bates and Secretary Gates is of interest: 

Mr. Bates. * * * if custom and traditions have brought forth certain results 
upon which people have expected to base a career, it seems to me that the future 
of the service demands that we keep faith with those people and with those 
concepts. 

* * * T think basically and fundamentlly it is the faith with the individual 
we must keep in mind. 

Secretary Gates. Well, I completely agree with you. 

The amendment I offer leaves the bill intact as it comes from the 
subcommittee but provides further that before an officer is separated 
under the act he will be given an opportunity to elect to fulfill his 
guaranteed service without further promotion, outside the chain of 
promotion, by reassignment in certain mag activity. This would 
first be within the Department of Defense and if no utilization is 
found there other assignments would be possible within other agencies 
of the Government or in the national interest as specified in the 
amendment. 

Thus, although the amendment would cost some additional dollars 
these competent officers would be performing valuable service for the 
Nation, the Navy hump would be eliminated, the moral obligations 
fulfilled, and the interest of national defense would be served by assur- 
ing present and future officers of the integrity of Federal Gov- 
ernment guarantees upon which officers are induced to enter and 
remain 1n service. 

IT can read the amendment, if you would like me. It is a rather 
short amendment. 
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The Cuarrman. Are you offering the amendment ? 
Mr. Bennett. I am offering the amendment. 

The Cuarrman. All right. Read the amendment. 
Mr. Bennett (reading) : 

(1) On page 6, line 15, immediately after “except subsection (j) or (k)” 
insert the following: “and section 5”. 

(2) On page 12, immediately after line 14, insert the following: 

“Sec. 5. (a) If, before the date prescribed in subsection (i) of the first sec- 
tion of this act for his retirement, an officer applies to the Secretary of the 
Navy for reassignment under this section, he shall not be retired, but— 

“(1) shall be reassigned to perform duty in the Department of Defense; 

“(2) shall be reassigned to perform duty with any other department, 
agency, or establishment in the Government of the United States; or 

“(3) if not reassigned to duty under subparagraph (1) or (2), shall be 
reassigned to perform duties as a member of the faculty or staff of any 
institution of higher learning cooperating with the Federal Government in 
scientific, military research, or other Federal activity. 

“(b) An officer reassigned pursuant to this section shall be carried as an ad- 
ditional number in grade, shall not be eligible for promotion, and shall be re- 
tired on the date applicable to him under 6376, 6377, or 6379 of title 10, United 
States Code. For the purpose of applying such sections, such officer shall be 
treated in the same manner as are officers who have twice failed of selection for 
promotion and who are not on a promotion list.” 

(3) On page 12, line 16, strike out “section 1 or 4” and insert in lieu thereof 
the following: “section 1, 4, or 5”. 

Renumber sections 5, 6, and 7 of the bill as sections 6, 7, and 8, respectively. 

The Carman. Well, now, let me ask you this, Mr. Bennett: You 
are a member of the subcommittee, aren’t you? 

Mr. Bennett. Yes, sir. 

The CuHarrman. Did you offer your amendment before the sub- 
committee ? 

Mr. Bennett. Not in this formal manner. I objected to it along 
these lines, in the bill we have, and that day drafted the amendment 
and presented it to Subcommittee Chairman Kilday the next day. 

The Cuarrman. The subcommittee supports the equity or the moral 
obligation on a different basis, by giving them what I classify as 
severance pay. You are proposing in your amendment that they be 
retained, notwithstanding the fact that we have no military need for 
them and can find some billet somewhere in Government service for 
them. 

Mr. Bennett. To that statement I find no objection in fact, ex- 
cept that this is not a choice between the equity prescribed by the 
committee and the equity in this bill, but is an addition to the equity 
found in the bill. 

The Cuarrman. I think the way the subcommittee approached it 
is a far more appropriate way than the manner set out in your amend- 
ment. 

Mr. Bennett. But it is not a choice, sir. 

The Cuarman. Well, I understand that. 

Mr. Gavin. Mr. Chairman. 

The Cuarrman. Wait 1 minute. I will recognize Mr. Kilday now. 
But I do hope the committee will reject this amendment, because I 
think the way the subcommittee has reported it, is sound and logical 
and fair and equitable, to deal with these officers that suffer the pen- 
alty, if you call it, of forced attrition. 

Mr. Kilday ? 

Mr. Gavin. Mr. Chairman ? 
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Mr. Kiurpay. Mr. Chairman 

Mr. Gavin. Mr. Kilday. In the subcommittee meeting we decided 
when we came to this particular point that we would have plenty of 
opportunity to discuss it. Now we have heard Mr. Kilday’s side of 
the case. [I am a member of the committee. Let’s hear some of the 
other members’ opinions on this. 

The Cuamman. Mr. Kilday, will you yield —— 

Mr. Gavin. No, go ahead. 

Mr. Kitpay. With pleasure, Mr. Chairman. 

The Cuamman. Mr. Kilday yields to Mr. Gavin. 

Mr. Gavin. We certainly want to discuss it very broadly. 

The Cuarrman. We will discuss it. Who wants to be recognized ? 

Mr. Kuzpay. Mr. Gavin. 

The Carman. Mr. Gavin, I will recognize you as a member of 
the subcommittee. 

Mr. Gavin. What 

Mr. Kizpay. Will the gentleman yield to me ? 

Mr. Gavin. Yes, I yield. [ Laughter. | 

Mr. Kiwpay. Mr. Chairman, I wanted to make this statement early 
in the consideration of the amendment from the gentleman from 
Florida, because the chairman raised the question of whether he had 
offered it to the subcommittee and so on. The gentleman from Florida 
was very considerate and discussed it with me immediately after the 
subcommittee meeting. He gave me a copy of what he was discussing. 
On Saturday he discussed it in detail. I urged him to bring it before 
the committee because I felt it would be a healthy thing to discuss it 
before the full committee so we all can have the benefit of it. That 
is all I wanted to say at this time. 

The CHatrman. Mr. Gavin ? 

Mr. Gavin. What concerns me is the moral responsibility concerned 
in this, whether it is a contract or what it is. 

These officers were of the opinion that they were going to be per- 
mitted to serve for 26 years and up to 30 years. 

Now we have heard from the Navy and we heard from everybody 
that is interested in this legislation as far as the Department of the 
Navy is concerned and the Marine Corps is concerned. But what we 
haven’t heard from is the people who are being affected, as to whether 
or not they were to be retained until they had reached 26 and 30 
years. 

Now we suddenly come up here with legislation that summarily sep- 
arates them from the service without even giving them an opportunity 
to voice their sentiments to determine whether or not they actually 
thought that their Government was going to respect the agreement or 
contract, whatever it may be, for 26 and 30 years. 

So I just can’t feel satisfied about the manner in which we are 
approaching this legislation. 

I just don’t—you might say this. If we are going to handle matters 
this way—when we need these men we need them badly and we get them 
and they turn ina magnificent performance. Then we have no further 
need for them. Younger men have to come along, naturally so. But 
they are getting pushed out. I am thinking about how they feel about 
this matter. We should carefully sirsebel on this whole question of 
this legislation. 
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I certainly would like to hear from some of the men who are being 
affected, as to how they feel, and what is their attitude and how it 
is going to affect the morale of the Department of the Navy. 

Because if we enact this legislation, there is nothing to stop us at 
any other time in coming along and breaking what > ee may think 
is a contract they have with the Government. So that is my thinking 
on it right now. 

The Cuairman. Mr. Kilday, you want to say anything in response 
to Mr. Gavin ? 

Mr. Kitpay. Well, on the entire proposition, Mr. Chairman, I think 
we should have a discussion here on this. 

Mr. Bennett has referred to some of the questioning in the three 
separate Congresses during which the subcommittee considered this 
proposal and refers to some questions I asked Admiral Holloway when 
he was here, as Chief of Personnel of the Navy, with reference to the 
first inclusion of the 26- and 30-year service. 

I think I remember it quite clearly from 1947. 

It was placed in the bill by the committee and I know without the 
urging of the Department, but I think over a very considerable objec- 
tion from the Department as I remember it at this time. 

Our idea was not to guarantee a tour, but that we utilize the services 
of these officers for a longer period of time. 

I had just come from the Committee on Military Affairs, but there 
were a number of others on the subcommittee that had been on the 
Committee on Naval Affairs. I know those of us who came from the 
Military Affairs Committee were shocked to find that we were losing 
50 percent of your Academy graduates roughly at the end of 20 years 
of service, when on years of service—it was on promotion point for 
selection from lieutenant commander to commander, where the attri- 
tion was running 50 percent and better. 

We felt that we had to do something to utilize the services of those 
men for a longer period of time. 

As I stated in my colloquy with Admiral Holloway, no matter what 
may have been the purpose or the legal effect of it, these men—there 
is no question, they felt that they would be permitted to serve for 26 
and 30 years, that is 26 if commander and 30 years if a captain, and 
the comparable ranks of the Marine Corps. There is no doubt about 
that. 

But as I said in my original statement, we have reached the point 
that something has to be done. 

Now, first of all, just what is the legal situation as to tenure of an 
officer of the services ? 

The Supreme Court has passed on this definitely. I have the cita- 
tions here, Crenshaw v. The United States (134 U.S. 94). 

I will read a portion of the Crenshaw decision. 


The primary question in this case is whether— 


a case of a naval officer is what was before the court— 


appointed for a definite time or during good behavior had any vested interest or 
contract right in his office of which Congress could not deprive him. The ques- 
tion is not novel. There seems to be but little difficulty in deciding that there 
was no such interest or right. The question was before us in Butler vy. Penn- 
sylvania, 51 U.S. 
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That was back, I think, in 1850. So it is pretty well established. 


The legislative power of a State, except so far as restrained by its own con- 
stititution, is at all times absolute with respect to all officers within its reach. 
It may at pleasure create or abolish them or modify their duties. It may also 
shorten or lengthen the term of service, and it may increase or diminish the 
salary or change the mode of compensation. Every succeeding legislature pos- 
sesses the same jurisdiction and power with respect to them as its predecessor. 
The latter have the same power of repeal and modification which the former 
had of enactment, neither more nor less. It is vital to the public welfare that 
each one should be able at all times to do whatever the varying circumstances 
and present exigencies touching the subject involved may require. A differing 
result would be fraught with evil. 

They go on to cite other cases. 

I want to point out this, that the Court was passing on a State 
officer in the original case. In the Butler case they were passing on 
a state officer and they held he did not have a contract. Now that was 
a much stronger case than if he had legislation because the Constitu- 
tion prohibits any State from violating the obligation of a contract. 
But is does not prohibit the Congress us violating a contract. So 
it iseven stronger. 

But in the Crenshaw case, the holding in the Butler case was applied 
specifically to a naval officer. 

So that legally he has a contract. In addition, Admiral Smith 
pointed out in his testimony here that on the face of each commission 
there is a statement that the officer will serve at the pleasure of the 
President. 

A question arose then in the committee and the Department as to 
whether that was a proper evaluation of the law. And after research, 
it indicates that up until 1861, all regular officers served at the pleasure 
of the President, just as it states in his commission. 

Each one of these officers has a commission that states on the face of 
it that he shall serve at the pleasure of the President. Then why the 
necessity for legislation? Because in 1860 or 1861 Congress passed a 
law that the pleasure of the President could be exercised only in 
accordance with the decision of a court-martial. 

So inasmuch as in 1860 Congress could have changed that provision 
by lengthening it until the intervention of a court-martial, surely 
Congress now can change it by legislation to shorten it in this instance. 

The other was to extend it—or shorten it. Both would be equally 
within the power of Congress to do. F 

Mr. Gavin. Would the gentleman yield ? 

Mr. Kinpay. I yield. 

Mr. Gavin. I don’t question the fact that this legislation is in order 
and it could be enacted into a law. 

I am questioning the fact that there is a moral obligation here. 

Now last year we passed the military pay increase bill. Why did 
we pass the military pay increase bill ? 

Mr. Kivpay. At that point will the gentleman yield ? 

Mr. Gavin. We passed it for the specific purpose of retaining our 
officer personnel to a great extent. And now we come along this year 
and we try to get them to remain in the service, and here we are 
separating 3,500 experienced, qualified men. And we last year passed 
the military pay increase to keep them in the service, and now we 
are passing legislation to put them out of the service. It doesn’t just 
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seem fair to me that we should move in so rapidly in this matter, 
until we possibly hear or could possibly make these men understand 
what the situation is. 

We haven’t heard—they have had no defense here whatsoever. 

The Cuamman. May I ask you toyield ? 

Mr. Gavin. Yes, I yield. 

The Cuarman. Let me say this. Do you not think the Congress is 
meeting its obligation and even probably going further than any 
legal obligation—of course, it is further than any legal obligation— 
when it gives an officer after 24 years, if he is a captain and he felt 
like he had a career for 30 years—if it gives him his retirement 
based upon 24 years plus $6,000 ? 

Mr. Gavin. He won’t get $6,000. He will get 2 months for each 

ear. 
. The Cuarrman. All right. He gets 2 months for each year he 
serves. 

Mr. Bennett. Mr. Chairman, may I respond to that? It will be 
brief. 

Mr. Van Zanpr. I think the procedure is very unusual here this 
morning. We hear a statement about the bill and the first thing we 
do is move into an amendment. 

The CuHarmMan. He offered it. 

Mr. Van Zanopr. I know, but I think we should first understand 
the bill. 

The CuarrMan. Discuss the bill. 

Mr. Van Zanpr. I would like to understand the bill before we 
discuss amendments. 

Mr. Bianprorp. Mr. Chairman, may I make one statement 

The CHarrmMan. No. Let Mr. Van Zandt go ahead. 

Mr. Van Zanpr. I would like to ask a few questions. I have a few 
points I could clarify. I have a responsibility, I think I have to 
recognize, in either voting for or against this bill. It is an 11-page 
bill and I think we should have some information about it. 

First, I would like to ask Mr. Blandford to bring us up to date on 
what we have done previously regarding humps in the services, armed 
services. 

Mr. Buianprorp. Actually, Mr. Van Zandt, we have never had real 
hump legislation until this bill. This problem has come about as a re- 
sult of the combination of factors over which no one really had any 
control. 

What you have is this situation in a nutshell: In 1947 you passed a 
law that anticipated a Regular Naval Establishment of so many 
officers and so many enlisted personnel, and a Marine Corps of a greatly 
reduced size compared to what it had been in World War IT. Asa 
result you had your augmentation and your commissioned officers. 
But at that time you anticipated that you would move into an attrition 
rate which would attrite or fail to select about 20 percent of each 
group of officers going from lieutenant junior grade right up to the 
grade of captain. 

Now, that was not done because you had the Korean war in the first 
place and they couldn’t assess attrition and at the same time call an 
officer back to active duty to fill a billet for which they had just failed 
a Regular officer. It didn’t seem to make much sense. You can argue 
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whether that was sensible or not. But nevertheless they did not assess 
the attrition. In the meantime you had this cold war continuing. 

Now, you had these people promoted earlier in their careers. As a 
result, they were attaining these higher grades sooner than they other- 
wise would have expected to reach these grades. 

Now, what has happened ¢ 

When you promote an officer long before he can anticipate that he 
is going to be promoted and then you bring him up for selection and 
fail him and then say he has 30 years to go, you have a situation on 
your hands in some cases where you have more service ahead of you 
under the law than you have service back of you, which is a rather 
strange anomaly. It is a strange way to operate. That is what 
happened. 

The Cuarrman. Well, Mr. Van Zandt’s question was: “Will the 
legislation cure these humps?” This is the only legislation. 

Mr. Bianprorp. This is the first. 

Mr. Van Zanpr. That is the point. 

The CHarrMan,. Go ahead, Mr. Van Zandt. 

Mr. Van Zanpr. If my memory serves me correctly, did we not re- 
move a hump for the Army immediately after World War II 

Mr. BLanprorp. We had a readjustment of date of rank, I believe. 
Mr Kilday can discuss it better than I. 

Mr. Arenps. Regular Army. 

Mr. Kitpay. Ever since I have been in Congress we have worked 
on humps. 

Mr. Van Zanpr. That is right, | remember that. 

Mr. Kinpay. We used to have people around here claim that we 
were hump experts. | Laughter. | 

In the Army this situation happened: At the end of World War I, 
in the enlargement of the corps of the Regular Army, all of the inte- 
grated officers were commissioned as second heutenants, so that they 
had a hump the day they were commissioned. 

That resulted in those men moving up until they became captains, 
and there they stagnated and people ahead of them were stagnated. 
You will remember that President Eisenhower served as a major for 
16 years without promotion, as did General Bradley, and all of their 
classmates in that time. 

Now, we made a number of efforts in the old Committee on Military 
Affairs to relieve the hump. We had the Woodring vitalization bill, 
back in 1939. And out of that came the Army promotion system, of 
years of service in grade, until you reached the grade of lieutenant 
colonel and so on. The Woodring vitalization thing was never 
passed. 

But right after the mobilization got well started—I think it became 
Public Law 180, in whatever Congress that was, under which the 
Army was given the power to convene boards to relieve officers. It 
is almost identically what is done here. 

The Cuarrman. That is right. 

[Chorus of “(B) board !"] 

Mr. Kitpay. No; the (B) board is under section 24(b) of the Na- 
tional Defense Act of 1921, and that was a system that never worked. 
They released several hundred officers back in the twenties under the 
old (B) board. 
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Mr. Van Zanvpr. What treatment did we accord those groups? 
That is what I am trying to develop. 

Mr. Kitpay. They didn’t get anything. They went out at their 
accrued retirement. 

The Cuarmman. May I say, Mr. Van Zandt, before 1916 when we 
created the equalization law in the Navy, the way they got rid of the 
humps was by what was known as the plucking board. They just set 
up a group of officers and they took the records of various people and 
they just plucked them out of the service. 

Mr. Van Zanpt. Did you give them any bonus / 

The Cuatrrman. No; they didn’t get any bonus. This is the most 
generous treatment for officers who failed to be promoted as a result 
of two selections in the history of the committee that I know of. 

Mr. Van Zanpr. Allright. Now, Mr. Chairman 

The Cuarrman. I think it is fair and equitable and proper to do so. 

Mr. Van Zanpvr. Now the next question is in retiring we will say, 
a captain who has 25 years of service, do you retire him based on re- 
tirement pay as though he had 30 years of service ? 

Mr. Bianprorp. No, sir; we do not. 

Mr. Van Zanpt. You do not? 

The CHarrMANn, 25 years? 

Mr. Van Zanpr. 25 years. 

The Cuarrman. That is right. 

Mr. Van Zanvr. Now this separation bonus that vou speak of, how 
does it compare with the separation bonus—and [ am using plain 
words now—that are applied to the Reserves ? 

Mr. Bianprorp. It is 2 months’ pay. Reserves whose services are 
terminated under present law get a half month’s pay. 

The CHarrmAn. More generous. 

Mr. Bianprorp. There is a limitation—— 

Mr. Van Zanpr. You mean this is more generous ? 

The Cuarmman. Yes, this is more generous. 

Mr. BLanpForp. There is a limitation proposed on our allowance, in 
this amendment that the subcommittee proposes, in that we only give 
an individual a maximum of $6,000. 

Now let me give you an illustration. A captain who goes out with 
29 years of service instead of 30 would get $1,970 which represents 2 
months’ pay. He goes out with 28 years of service and he gets $8,940; 
27 vears of service, he gets $5,910. 

Now we drew the line at that point. In other words, a difference of 
$90. He would get a maximum of $6,000. If he went out with 26 
years of service, he would still only get $6,000. 

What that will take care of is the captain whose service on active 
duty has been reduced by 3 years and it takes care of the commander 
whose service has been reduced by 4 years. 

Now that is an equitable a manner as we could approach it and still 
stay within reason. 

The CuatrmMan. May I say, Mr. Van Zandt, what has disturbed me 
is the House might think that the committee is a little generous in its 
severance pay. Because here is an officer that had opportunity for 
promotion and he has been passed over twice. He is going to get the 
retirement of his grade plus the number of years he served, 25 or 26 
or 27 or 28. 
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Then on top of all that, Congress comes along and says: “We are 
going to give you $6,000, or 2 months’ pay for each year you served.” 

A pretty generous proposition, and it costs this year $314 million. 

Mr. Van Zanpr. Now one more question, Mr. Chairman. This 
selection board to provide continuation: It will study the jackets of 
sach officer who has been passed over twice and who has less, we will 
say, if he isa captain, than 30 years of service. 

Mr. Buanprorp. Let me correct that, Mr. Van Zandt, because 
you have a double situation. It will study the jackets of each Marine 
Corps colonel who has been twice failed of selection and it will study 
the jackets of all captains who have completed—who are completing 
their fifth year in grade. 

The Carman. That is right. 

Mr. Van Zanpr. I see. 

Mr. Buanprorp. Now the proposal is to start at the top, with your 
29-year captains, your 28- and 27-year captains. 

Now this may sound like it is going to be applied to all of these 
officers. It is not. Only 35 percent of these captains are going to 
fail to be continued to complete their 30 years of service. 

What you are really trying to do here: You are trying to say in as 
fair a way as possible to these lieutenant commanders—and you are 
going to lose 6,352 of these people if you don’t pass this bill. You are 
trying to say to these people: “Now we recognize that your promo- 
tional opportunities are very reduced because of the stagnation up at 
the top.” 

Now we are saying to these people at the top, “because a lot of you 
have had 100-percent selection, have never been exposed to any attri- 
tion, we are going to ask 35 out of 100 of you to be retired short of 
completing your 30 years of service”—that is in each 100. 

Now this is as fair a way as we can distribute this attrition through- 
out all of the grades in order to be as fair as possible with a very 
complex problem. 

Mr. Van Zanpr. Now what does continuation mean ? 

Mr. Bianrorp. Continuation means that a board will meet and the 
Secretary will establish zones of consideration—a zone for continua- 
tion, and the Secretary will say, “All officers who have completed 5 
years in grade who have a date of rank of so-and-so will be eligible to 

»e considered by this Board to be continued.” 

If the officer is selected for continuation, he is guaranteed then, if 
you want to use the word—or I will stay away from it—he completes 
his 30 years of service. 

Mr. Van Zanpr. That is all. 

The Cuatrman. Mr. Blandford, I want to thank you for that 
analysis. It is so forceful that I don’t see how any member can 
hesitate to approve this legislation, and reject the amendment. Mr. 
Bates? 

[ Laughter. | 

Mr. Bares. That is rather convincing, Mr. Chairman. 

| Further laughter. | 

Mr. Barres. Mr. Chairman, I have been a member of this subcom- 
mittee for several years while we have been considering this problem. 

We have temporized with it because it seems that every action 
that we took brought an unfavorable reaction. 
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But unless we do something at this time, there will be violent 
action to many people who are deserving of continuation on active 
duty. 

Mr. Kilday has indic ated some of the figures. Another one that 
impressed me is that 75 percent of the majors in the Marine Corps 
will be let out unless we act now at this time. 

But we have been bothered with the section of the law which permits 
people to be continued for a longer period of time after they have 
been passed over twice. 

We wanted to give every possible consideration to those people to 
see that we meet our obligations. 

Now in my judgment, there is no contractual obligation. The ree- 
ord is replete with instances from many years standing, where there 
is no contract involved. 

But there is, in my Judgment, a sort of a moral understanding. 

Now in the past we have considered giving them constructive 
service. If you let somebody go with 27 years, we said that will be the 

same as if they did 30. But if you doa thing like that, you are giving 
credit to people who were passed over, the same amount of credit to 
people who were selected and best fitted to continue on with their duties. 
So we threw that out. It didn’t seem to be a practical approach to the 
problem. 

I made the suggestion that perhaps we could add additional num- 
bers in grade, which would be removed from the list of billets, so that 
others could be moved up. But the fact of the matter is that there are 
ne positions available for these people to fill. And as you recall, your 
full committee 2 or 3 years ago made an inquiry into the entire Mili- 
tary Establishment to determine the reasons why we had so many 
admirals and so many generals and so many captains and so many 
colonels on active duty now so that their total number exceeded that 
which we had during World War II. 

So it seemed to me that if we were at this time to make additional 
vacancies In grade, we would only be multipling the problem that 
presently exists. 

So your committee finally decided, even though it was not recom- 
mended to us, to give a consideration to these people of 2 months for 
each vear unserved. 

And it seemed to me that under present circumstances, considering 
the tact that last year we passed a pay bill, and if we had really acted 
on this measure when we should have, they would have been out of the 
service several years ago and before the new pay bill took effect. 

So those people have that advantage. 

In addition to that, they have the opportunity—perhaps not at their 
own desire, but it has an advantage in getting out of service earlier, so 
they can get on with a new profession 3 years earlier in life. That is 
an important thing. I know if I was in the service and had been 
passed over twice, I would want to get out at the earliest possible 
time. 

So to give them 2 months’ additional benefits, it seems to me we have 
prepar eda pretty good package. 

I have looked at the amendment from the gentleman from Florida 
and I want to say that we all discussed this matter fully i in committee. 
And I can well understand the desire which prompts his thinking and 
which has had quite an effect upon our own. 
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But it would seem to me that inasmuch as there are no positions 
available in the military, that the first portion of the recommendations 
falls of its own weight. 

As far as reassigning to other departments in the Federal Govern- 
ment are concerned, they have their own personnel problems and they 
want to promote from within. 

Therefore, I don’t think this would be a very attractive thing to 
them. 

On the third point, of assigning to a staff or a faculty, I would pre- 
sume that an institution of higher learning that might get these people 
would want people who fully succeeded in their profession and would 
go after retired people, who were promoted to captain and to admiral, 
so that they could have the very best. 

It wouldn’t seem to me that as we carry out a military program in a 
college, that you would want to have as the military leader of that unit 
a man who has twice failed of promotion. 

Therefore, for those reasons, Mr. Chairman, although my thinking 
is certainly in consonance with the thinking of the gentleman from 
Florida, I don’t believe it does the job that needs to be done, and for 
that reason, I would oppose the amendment. 

The Cuarrman. Thank you, Mr. Bates. 

Mr. Kowa.sxr. Mr. Chairman, I would just like to say something 
for the record. 

The Cuarrman. Yes,sir. All right. 

Mr. Kowatsx1. I am not going to speak for or against the bill or 
for or against the amendment. But I am very much concerned about 
the statements about the men who have been passed over. These are 


very fine dedicated men. 


The Cuarrman, Yes. 
Mr. Kowatsk1. They are not failures, I think we should recognize 


this. These are men who in your own class, Admiral, probably de- 
serve promotion. You had a chance. They didn’t. These are men 
who have not been passed over for failures. I think we must recognize 
this. 

The second point—— 

The Cuarrman. They are being passed over because there are not 
enough billets for them. 

Mr. Kowatsxr. That is right, sir. 

The second point I would like to make, sir, is that we are being kind 
if we do anything for these men. But nothing is so harsh to the in- 
dividual as being retired, as to be retired before his time, believe me. 
And I think this committee should recognize that and give real con- 
sideration to it. 

Mr. Kitpay. Mr. Chairman, in that connection, on the very point. 
Because of a feeling in the subcommittee similar to that of the gentle- 
man from Connecticut, there is a provision in this bill to protect the 
record of the individual afterwards, that he shall be carried as having 
voluntarily retired. 

The Cuarrman. Good, good. 

Mr. Kitpay. So someone, after looking at the retired list, won’t find 
a notation there that indicates that he was substandard, because many 
of these men are not substandard at all, most of them are not. 

The Cuatrman. And his record will show that he has voluntarily 


retired. 
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Mr. Kixpay. On length of service. 

Mr. Bianprorp. Yes, sir. 

The Cuatrman. And will not show that he has been plucked or 
forced out? 

Mr. Kirpay. That is right. 

The CuHarrman. It is the most equitable thing that I know of, in 
consideration of an officer who has failed twice for selection. 

Mr. Gavin. Mr. Chairman, but these men have some ability or they 
wouldn’t have remained in the services that long. 

The Cnairman. Of course they have ability. 

Mr. Gavin. Could I ask this question? What is the average age of 
these officers ? 

Mr. Bianprorp. Well, the average age will vary, Mr. Gavin, from 
the average age of the captain, I would presume which would be about 
49 and the average age of the commander would probably be 

Mr. Gavin. Because it is going to be a tough question to go out in 
civilian life and pick up a spot at 49 or 50 or in that category. 

The CHarrMAn. Well, he has a cushion of around about $5,000 or 
$6,000 in retired pay. 

Mr. Gavin. May [ask the admiral a question ¢ 

The CHarrman. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Gavin. In the critical and chaotic world that we are living in, 
admiral, where anything may happen—— 

[Call for vote. | 

Mr. Gavin. There 3,500 officers that we are going to separate, do you 
think it is logical at this time to lose that experience and ability that 
these men have when we haven't a stabilized condition existing in the 
world, and what are the prospects in event we did get in emergency, to 
bring these men back into the service? How do you think they would 
feel about it ? 

Admiral Smitu. There is provision in this bill, sir, to cancel the 
whole bill in event of an emergency declared by the President. 

Mr. Gavin. Talk louder. 

Admiral Smirx. There is a provision in this bill to cancel the pro- 
visions of the bill in the event of an emergency declared by the Presi- 
dent. 

Now as to the other part of your question, as to whether I can afford 
to lose these senior officers now who would not be continued, I can 
certainly, because they will be replaced by younger officers of more 
promise for the future. 

The CuHairman. Dr. Durham. 

Mr. Becker. Mr. Chairman 

Mr. Durnam. Mr. Chairman, I just want to say one or two things. 

Mr. Kilday, I think is one of the ablest men to work on personnel 
matters affecting the services of any man in the House. I worked with 
him many years ago on this same problem in the Military Affairs 
Committee. 

The only thing that bothers me about this—I think the legislation 
is fair in the face of the situation that prevails. But we are setting 
up a precedent here on giving these men pay in the Navy and the 
Marine Corps. 

Now what will we face on severance pay when it comes to the other 
services such as the Air Force and the Army? Because this prece- 
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dent, I think, will prevail when and if we face that. So we are facing 
just more than the present situation here before us this morning, I 
think. 

The CHarrmMan. Well, I know of no other way to legislate but to 
cross bridges when you come to them. If we come to the same sit- 
uation with reference to the other two services, we will have to try 
to deal with it as the facts present themselves to the committee at 
that time, bearing in mind we always want to be fair and equitable 
to the individual. 

Mr. Duruam. Mr. Chairman, they are already letting them out at 
the present time. 

Mr. Arenps. Will the gentleman yield ? 

Mr. Durnam. I yield. 

Mr. Arenps. I would like to hear what counsel has to say about this. 

Mr. Bianprorp. I would just like to say, Mr. Chairman, that you 
are dealing here, Mr. Arends, with twoentirely different systems. ‘The 
Army and Air Force mandatory retirement point provides that when 
an Officer serving in the permanent grade of lieutenant colonel is not 
on a promotion list to colonel with 28 years of promotion list service, 
then he is mandatorily retired. 

Actually we are trying to compare apples with peaches and it is 
very difficult to do here in this situation. 

{ Chorus of “Mr. Chairman.” | 

Mr. Winsteap. Mr. Chairman 

Mr. Rivers. Mr. Chairman, in view of the fact we have a bill similar 
to this, I would like to ask Mr. Kilday a question. 

We have a bill before our subcommittee on the term retention for 
the Reserves. I would like to inquire—Mr. Van Zandt is quite 
familiar with that. We are holding hearings now in our subcom- 
mittee. 

I would like to inquire both of Mr. Kilday and his distinguished and 
able counsel how this would affect the philosophy of the bill with which 
he is quite familiar that we have under consideration now, for the term 
retention of these Reserves. 

The CuHarmMan. His 

Mr. Rivers. Wait now. Will there be any Reserves left to give a 
contract ¢ 

Mr. Bianprorp. Oh, yes. As a matter of fact, Mr. Rivers, one 
of the features of this bill 

Mr. Rivers. I just want to find out. 

Mr. Bianprorp. Which must be taken into consideration is, it is 
going to make it possible 

| Chorus of “Can’t hear.” | 

The CuatrMan. The committee will be in order. 

Mr. Bianprorp. It is going to make it possible—— 

The Cuatrman. It has no relation whatsoever to making a contract 
with the man that serves so many years. 

Mr. Bianprorp. No, but it is 

Mr. Rivers. Is that your answer ? 

Mr. Bianprorp. My answer is that this bill will make it possible 
to promote more Reserves than you could otherwise have promoted. 

Mr. Rivers. You would advise us to continue our hearings then ? 

Mr. BLanpForp. On your term retention bill. 
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Mr. Rivers. Yes. 

Mr. Buanprorp. Yes. 

The Cuarrman. Well, Mr. Blandford is not the one to advise you. 
[ Laughter. | 

Mr. Kiipay. Mr. Chairman, this must be made clear. 

This relates to Regular officers only. This has no reference to 
Reserve officers. 

Mr. Winsreap. But, Mr. Chairman 

The CuatrMan. Wait, let’s have order now. Go ahead, Mr. Becker. 

Mr. Becker. Mr. Chairman, I presume the answer has already been 
given by Mr. Kilday in his statement, but it sort of slipped by me. 
If we didn’t pass this legislation, Mr. Kilday, what happens to these 
approximately 3,500 officers now, where there aren’t places open for 
om pad billets for them so far as promotion ? at happens to 
them 

Mr. Kitpay. They are going out. 

Mr. Brecker. They are going out anyway. 

Mr. Kitpay. There are going to be 3,500 officers going out. 

Mr. Buanprorp. 6,000, if nothing is done. 

Mr. Becker. So they are going out whether or not we pass this bill. 
So what we are trying to do in this bill is provide something that they 
would not get if they were going out ? 

Mr. Gavin. He hasa right to go 3 more years. 

The Cuarrman. I think every member of the committee thoroughly 
understands the amendment offered by Mr. Bennett. It has been dis- 
cussed pro and con. 

I think we have reached the point where we should reach a decision 
on it. 

All in favor of Mr. Bennett’s amendment, hold up your hand. 

Mr. Bennett. This is for the amendment ? 

J Th were igi This is for Mr. Bennett’s amendment. [Show of 
ands. 

Mr. Smart. There are four, Mr. Chairman. 

The Cuarrman. All opposed, hold up yourhand. [Show of hands.] 

Mr. Smarr. Twenty-six, Mr. Chairman. 

The Cuamman. A quorum being present, the amendment is rejected 
by a vote of 4 in the affirmative and 26 in the negative. 

Now, the next question is on favorably reporting or rejecting the 
subcommittee’s report on H.R. 4413 as amended by the committee. 

When your name is called, all in favor vote aye and all opposed 
no. Call the roll. 

[ Roll call. ] 

Mr. Smarr. Mr. Chairman, on this vote there are 29 yeses and 
1 nay. 

The CuairMAN. A quorum being present, 29 voting in the affirma- 
— and one in the negative, the Bill is reported as amended to the 

ouse. 

I will ask Mr. Kilday to file the report and appear before the 
Rules Committee on behalf of the Armed Services Committee to 
obtain a rule to bring it to the consideration of the House. 

Now, Mr. Kilday, any other bills from your committee? 

Mr. Kitpay. Yes; I have H.R. 3412, authorizing the appointment 
of Robert Wesley Colglazier, Jr., as a permanent brigadier general 
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of the Army, and H.R. 3413, to authorize the appointment of Philip 
Ferdinand Lindeman as a permanent colonel of the oe en Army. 

I ask that I be permitted to submit the reports jointly. 

The Cuamman. Now these two bills passed last year, did they ? 

Mr. Kinpay. Yes; they passed last year, but not until way up in 
the end of July, I think it was, and the Senate never took any action 
on them. The facts are still identical. The same reports still apply. 

The Cuamman. Without objection, these two bills, H.R. 3412 and 
3413, which are identical bills to those that were passed out by the 
committee and approved by the House last year, will again be 
reported. 

Mr. Conextan. Mr. Chairman. 

The Cuarrman. Mr. Cohelan. 

Mr. Cone an. For the benefit for some of the new members, I would 
like to be briefed about what the bill is. 

The Cuarrman. Yes. 

Mr. Kitpay. Both of these officers are now Reserve officers and 
both are now serving on active duty as major generals. General 
Linderman is a division commander in Europe and General Col- 
glazier is, I think, Deputy Chief of Staff or Assistant Chief of Staff 
for Logistics. 

The only thing that these bills will do—it will not increase their 
retirement rights or anything of that kind, but it does permit them 
to remain on active duty, because they are now past the maximum 
years for retention, and matters of that nature. 

Mr. Cone an. All right. 

Mr. Kirpay. That is the sum and substance of it. 

The CuatrmMan. Without objection, these two bills are passed. 
Mr. Kilday, file a report and place these two bills on the consent 
calendar. 

Mr. Katpay. The next bill is H.R. 3323. This bill has also been 
passed by the House on the Consent Calendar last session. 

It provides that the Marine Corps may have five officers serving in 
the grade of lieutenant general in peacetime. 

There are now five heutenant generals in the Marine Corps, but 
they would only have two lieutenant generals if the current national 
emergency declared, because of Korea, should be terminated. 

It does not increase the number on duty. It just continues the situ- 
ation that we now have after the current emergency or at other times 
of peace and no other national emergency. This was passed last 
year. 

The Cuamman. That is right. 

Without objection, the bill will be favorably reported, H.R. 3323. 
Mr. Kilday will report the bill and place it upon the Consent Cal- 
endar. 

Now, members of the committee, in this connection, while doing 
business with subcommittee No. 1, I am assigning to a special com- 
mittee H. R. 3387. After consultation with Mr. pact we decided 


to create a special committee, consisting of nine members, to consider 
this bill, which has relation to amend title 10 of the United States 
Code as relating to the Uniform Code of Justice. 

I am designating, after consultation with Mr. Arends, Mr. Kilday 
as chairman, Mr. Rivers, Mr. Lankford, Mr. Morris, Mr. Stratton, Mr. 
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Bates, Mr. Bray, Mr. Osmers, and Mr. Becker, to take up H.R. 3387, 
a very important bill. 

Now the next matter we will take up is Mr. Durham’s subcommittee. 

Mr. Durnam. Mr. Chairman 

The Cuarrman. Now a quorum must stay here. We can’t do busi- 
ness without a quorum. 

Mr. Durnam. We considered five bills. Four of them are reported 
without amendment to the full committee. They are all bills spon- 
sored by the Department of Defense and are as follows: 

H.R. 3290: A bill to eliminate the requirement that each chaplain 
make an annual report to the Secretary of the Navy. 

Under a law passed in 1860 when there were only 24 chaplains in 
the Navy, the chaplains were required to submit an annual report to 
the Secretary of the Navy with respect to the duties performed during 
the preceding year. Today there are 800 chaplains in the Navy, and 
each chaplain must make a quarterly report through normal channels 
to the Chief of Chaplains. These reports, of course, are available to 
the Secretary of the Navy, and the annual report, therefore, is wholly 
unnecessary. 

The Department estimates that repeal of this law will result in an 
annual savings of $6,500. 

The Cuarman. Without objection. Any questions from any mem- 
bers of the committee 

(No response. ) 

The CHarrman. Without objection, the bill will be favorably 
reported. Mr. Durham, report the bill and place it upon the Consent 
Calendar. 

Mr. Duruam. H.R. 3291. This bill merely provides for changes 
in the names of medals. The Distinguished Service Cross would be 
changed to the Air Force Cross and the Soldier’s Medal would be 
changed to the Airman’s Medal. All of the requirements and limita- 
tions relating to these medals would remain exactly the same. 

This was brought about by the fact that the Air Force was changed 
from being made ‘a part of the Department of the Army. 

The Cuamman. Without objection, H.R. 3291 is reported favor- 
ably. Mr. Durham will report the bill and place it on the Consent 
Calendar. 

Mr. Durnam. H.R. 3292 is a bill which would authorize the Secre- 
tary of the Navy to furnish supplies and services to foreign vessels 
and aircraft. 

Very briefly, the situation is as follows: 
Under existing law: 
(1) Supplies and services may be furnished only to naval 
vessels. 
(2) Supplies and services may be furnished only at ports and 
naval bases of the United States. 
(3) For services, a prior advance of cash is required. 
(4) For supplies, a prior reciprocal agreement with the coun- 
try concerned is required before supplies can be furnished on a 
reimbursable basis. 
Under the terms of this bill: 
(1) Aircraft would be covered as well as vessels. 
(2) Supplies and services could be furnished at places other 
than bases and ports of the United States. 
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(3) Supplies and services except ammunition could be fur- 
nished on a reimbursable basis without an advance of funds. 
This bill in virtually identical form was reported out of this com- 
mittee and passed the House last year. It also passed the Senate but 
because of the lateness in the session, the slight amendment made by 
the Senate was not accepted by the House and the bill died. The 
only change which the Senate made was to insure that ammunition 

was not among the supplies which could be furnished. 

The Cuarmman. Without objection, the bill will be favorabl 
reported. Mr. Durham will report the bill. I suggest that you uk 
a rule. 

What is the next bill? 

Mr. Durnam. H.R. 3293. 

H.R. 3293 is the naval shipbuilding bill for fiscal year 1960. The 
bill would authorize the construction of five ships for which there is 
not sufficient tonnage available under existing law. 

As you all know, we authorize it on the basis of tonnage, Mr. 
Chairman. 

The ships authorized by the bill are as follows: One amphibious 
transport, dock; one amphibious assault ship; two escort vessels; and 
one submarine chaser which, incidentally, is a hydrofoil, which you 
have heard much about. 

The total cost of these ships is estimated to be $110 million. 

The ships authorized by this bill represent, of course, only a small 
portion of the total shipbuilding program of the Navy for fiscal year 
1960. It is my understanding that the chairman intends that the com- 
mittee be briefed today by the Navy with respect to the overall ship- 
building program. 

Mr. Chairman, the committee recommends favorable consideration. 

The CHatrman. Now, members of the committee, this is a very 
important bill. It is for the construction of these ships that have been 
designated by the gentleman from North Carolina, in the auxiliary 
field of ship construction. 

They have not the tonnage for this type of ship. They have enough 
tonnage under previous laws to build most ships, but they do not have 
the tonnage for these types. So, therefore, it is incumbent upon the 
committee, to make in order for appropriations, to authorize the con- 
struction of these ships. 

Now, Mr. Durham. 

Mr. Duruam. Mr. Chairman, all of this tonnage is in this year’s 
appropriation. 

The CuarrmMan. That is right, all of this tonnage. Now read those 
ships again. 

Mr. Dvuruam. One amphibious transport dock, one amphibious 
assault ship, two escort vessels, and one submarine chaser, which, inci- 
dentally, is a hydrofoil. 

The CHarrmMan. Without objection, the bill will be favorably re- 
ported. Mr. Durham, report the bill. 

And we will take the necessary steps before the Rules Committee to 
obtain a rule. 

Mr. Durnam. Mr. Chairman 





The Cuarrman. I think right at this point that it might be of in- 
formation to the committee to get a little brief statement from the 
Department as to its shipbuilding program. 
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Mr. Duruam. Will you let me take up this other small bill? 

The CuarMan. Providing you will stay. 

Mr. Durnam. Yes. 

The Cuaran. All right. I recognize Mr. Durham to call up 
H.R. 3294. 

Mr. Durnam. Mr. Chairman, this bill is related to the sale of tex- 
tiles to contractors engaged in the making of uniforms and similar 
articles. The subcommittee wishes to consider this bill further and 
it is, therefore, not recommended for approval at the present time. 
I just wanted to have that in the record. 

The Cuarrman. All right. 

Now let the committee be in order. 

I had Mr. Kelleher prepare a statement wih reference to our ship- 
building program. This is what it says. 

As of January 1, 1959, there were 79 fleet naval vessels being built, 
or awarded or assigned but not yet under construction, in U.S. yards. 

In addition, there were 30 naval vessels authorized but not yet 
awarded or assigned, making a total of 109 naval vessels in the current 
building program. 

Some 282 small boats and small landing craft which vary in ton- 
nage up to about 30 tons, and 13 landing craft of 180 tons each, 
were also under construction for the Navy. 

In addition, there were 40 small landing craft authorized but not 
yet awarded or assigned, making a total of 335 boats and craft in the 
current program. 

Naval vessels and craft are being built in 46 private and naval 
—— throughout the United States. 

Among the 79 vessels mentioned above, 72 are classified as major 
combatant ships (aircraft carriers through escort vessels), in the 
following types: 
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Nuclear-powered aircraft carrier (CVAN)-~----_-._-___________________ 1 
Nuclear-powered guided missile cruiser (CGN)___---__--_________--_ 1 
Guided missile frigate (DLG)-_~_-_-_ ve ids Lasts toc. oe 
Nuclear-powered guided missile frigate (DLGN)-~--.-.__-_-____________ 1 
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Nuclear-powered attack submarine (SSN) ----------___-_-____-_- 11 
Nuclear-powered radar picket submarine (SSRN)-__----_-__-____________ 1 
Nuclear-powered guided missile submarine (SSGN)___-__-_______________ 1 
Fleet ballistic missile submarines (SSBN)__----____-____________ 6 
Amphibious assault ship (LPH) ~........_..._--_..____- 2 
a a ee ae ee eae 1 
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I would like to draw the attention of the committee to the fact that 
the private and naval shipyards which are building these vessels are 
well distributed throughout the United States. There are some in 
New York, in Virginia, in Maine, Mississippi, the State of Washing- 
ton, Wisconsin, Michigan, Louisiana, Massachusetts, California, Penn- 
sylvania, Connecticut, and New Hampshire. 
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This is a very wide distribution and a very wholesome one, I think, 
from the standpoint of our economy. 

Now listen to this. The total estimated cost of the 109 fleet naval 
vessels being built or awarded or assigned but not yet under construc- 
tion, or authorized but not yet awarded or assigned, is about $5,482 
million. The total estimated cost of the 335 boats and craft is about 
$21 million, making a total estimated cost of about $5,503 million for 
all naval vessels, boats and landing craft in the current building 
program. 

That is the building program, $5,503 million, plus what is in this 
bill here. 

All of the money necessary for the program now going on has been 
appropriated, 

Sixteen conversions of existing vessels are now in the current pro- 
gram. The total estimated cost of these conversions is about $841 mil- 
lion. Thus the combined total cost of the Navy’s current construction 
and conversion programs, including vessels and craft authorized but 
not yet awarded or assigned, is estimated at about $6,344 million. 

Now, I want that in the record at this point. 

Now, in this connection I think it is highly important that our atten- 
tion be called to the fact that under the law after a board of officers of 
the Navy makes its survey of ships, that the Navy has the authority to 
declare that ship no longer of need to the service and order it to be 
scrapped. But they are faving before the committee the program and 
decisions of the Board to see if there is any objection from the 
committee. 

I want to make a report on that. 

Under existing law, the Secretary of the Navy designates a Board 
of Naval Officers to examine naval vessels. These vessels are examined 
about once every 3 years. 

When the eae finds a vessel unfit for service, it submits a written 
report to the Secretary stating fully the reasons for its opinion. If 
the Secretary concurs, a strikes the name of that vessel from the Naval 
Vessel Registry. 

There are today some 43 vessels which the Board has found to be un- 
fit for further service and the Navy desires to dispose of these ships 
under existing law. 

I felt that it would be well if the committee got some information 
with respect to the ships to be disposed of and we will receive some 
information about that at this time. 

I might say that the ships involved are battleships, cruisers, and 
small aircraft carriers. I am advised that the battleships all are at 
least 35 years old and that it would be economically infeasible to 
modernize them or use them for any other purpose. 

Eight of the cruisers are at least 25 years of age with the remainder 
ta | been completed either before or during the early years of World 

ar II. 

The carriers were originally escort aircraft carriers. Some of them 
were converted from merchant tankers in 1942. Others were con- 
structed on an emergency basis. 
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. Savannah (CL 42) 
-. Honolulu (CL 48) 

. Cleveland (CL 55) 
. Columbia (CL 56) 

. Montpelier (CL 57) 
. Denver (CL 58) 

. Santa Fe (CL 60) 
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. Bogue (CVHE 9) 

. Copahee (CVHE 12) 

. Nassau (CVHE 16) 

. Altamaha (CVHE 18) 
. Barnes (CVHE 20) 

3. Suwannee (CVHE 27) 


Now here is a list of ships. 
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BATTLESHIPS 


U.S.S. Maryland (BB 46) 
U.S.S. West Virginia (BB 48) 


HEAVY CRUISERS 


1.8.8. Minneapolis (CA 36) 
1.8.8. Tuscaloosa (CA 37) 
J.8.8. San Francisco (CA 38) 
).S.S. Wichita (CA 45) 


Cada 


LIGHT CRUISERS 


S. Birmingham (CL 62) 
.S. Mobile (CL 63) 

.S.S. Houston (CL 81) 

.S. San Diego (CLAA 53) 
S. San Juan (CLAA 54) 
SS. Oakland (CLAA 95) 
JS. Reno (CLAA 96) 
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LIGHT CARRIERS 


U.S.S. Prince William (CVHE 381) 
3.8. Anzio (CVHE 57) 

5S. Kassan Bay (CVHE 69) 

. Fanshaw Bay (CVHE 70) 

S. Saginaw Bay (CVHE 82) 

S. Shipley Bay (CVHE 85) 
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S. Chenango (CVHE 28) 
. Santee (CVHE 29) 
Now, Admiral, who is in charge of this? 
Mr. Ketiener. Admiral Knoll is here, sir. ! 
The Cuarrman, Admiral, will you please take the witness stand ? 
Admiral Knott. I am Denys W. Knoll, Director of Fleet Develop- 
ment and Maintenance Division. 

The Cuatrman. Now the Navy desires as a result of this board to 
strike all these vessels from the register, to scrap them; is that correct ? 
Admiral Knot. That is correct, sir. ; 

The CHatrman. How much does it cost to maintain these ships 
now annually ¢ 
Admiral Knot. It is difficult to break it down in detail, but for 
the 43 ships we made a computation. It amounts to about $2,795,000, 
which does not include the value of the real estate being used. 
The CuHarrman. All right. 
he enon Knott. The military personnel being used to take care 
of them. 
The CuHarrman, Then the maintenance cost is around $2 million? 
Admiral Kwouu. That is correct, sir. 
The Cuarrman. Annually. 
Mr. Van Zanpr. Of all the ships? 
Admiral Knott. The 43 ships we are talking about, sir. 
The Cuarrman. Now, how much salvage do you estimate you will 
get for these ships? 
Admiral Kno... Our present estimate based on recent experience 
in disposing of smaller ships—the estimate is about $27 million on 
the present market, sir. 


3. Steamer Bay (CVHE 87) 
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The Cuarman. Then, it is costing about $2 million today and you 
will get about $26 million. 

Admiral Knotu. 26, 27 million dollars, 

Mr. Keviener. 27 million. 

The CHarrMan. $26 million. 

Now I hate to see all these old ships struck from the list, but they 
have passed their day. I see nothing for you to do—of course, there 
is nothing for the committee to do. You have the authority to do 
it yourself. 

But there is some history tied up in all of these ships. If they are 
no longer needed in the Navy, why we have to be progressive and we 
have to let them go, I reckon. 

Mr. Kitpay. That is the I/acon? 

The Cuairman. No, that is Augusta, Ga. I recall it. [Laughter.] 

Now, that is for the record. 

Now it is up to you. You don’t have to get a clearance from the 
committee. The committee wants to keep posted with everything. 

So if there is no objection from the members of the committee, 
why we won’t have anything further to say about it. 

Mr. Rivers. Mr. Chairman, may I ask a question ? 

The Cuarrman. Now wait one minute. 

Mr. Rivers. May I say something on that? I think the Navy 
is to be commended in the manner in which they have kept the chair- 
man of this committee so closely advised. 

The Cuarrman. Now, Mr. Rivers, as chairman of the subcommittee, 
have you anything to report ? 

Thank you, Admiral. 

Mr. Rivers. Yes, sir, we have two bills. 

The Cuatrman. All right. 

Mr. Rivers. We considered three. One was tabled and a motion 
to reconsider was laid on the table. 

The CHatrmMan. We will be through now in a few minutes. We 
have to have this bill reported. 

Mr. Rivers. The other was favorably reported. 

The first of these bills, Mr. Chairman, is H.R. 3368 to extend the 
special enlistment programs provided by section 262 of the Armed 
Forces Reserve Act of 1952, as amended. 

The purpose of this proposed legislation is to extend until August 
1, 1963, the special Reserve component enlistment program provided 
by section 262, Armed Forces Reserve Act of 1952, as added by sec- 
tion 2(1), Reserve Forces Act of 1955. It is this authority upon 
which the Department of Defense has established its 6 months’ trainee 
program. Under present law the authority for this program, among 
other things, will expire on August 1, 1959. The Department of De- 
fense has indicated that extension of this authority is considered 
essential to the maintenance of the strengths and mobilization readi- 
ness of the Reserve components. 

As this committee well knows, in 1955 the Congress, in response to 
a Presidential request, amended the Armed Forces Reserve Act. of 
1952 to provide the President with the authority to establish Reserve 
component enlistment programs for young men between the ages of 
17 and 181% and for persons who have critical skills and are engaged 
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in civilian occupations in any critical defense-supporting activity or 
in any research activity affecting national defense. 

The quantitative and qualitative achievements experienced by the 
Reserve components under these special enlistment programs are 
indicative of the significant progress made in the last 3 years. Since 
implementation on August 9, 1955, nearly 100,000 physically fit and 
qualified young men have taken opportunity of the advantages offered 
by these programs to fulfill their military obligations to this country. 

Qualitatively, the influx of these basically trained young men 
has contributed significantly to the present degree of readiness, train- 
ing, stability, and efficiency of the Reserve components. 

During hearings on the proposed legislation, witnesses unequivoc- 
ally supported extension of the existing law and a continuation of 
the 6 months’ training program. 

The Department of Defense has advised that the Bureau of the 
Budget has approved this legislative proposal and its enactment will 
result in no increase in the budgetary requirements of the Department 
of Defense. 

Mr. Chairman, I therefore move for favorable consideration of 
H.R. 3368. 

This is sometimes known as the Six Months’ Training Act, and it 
runs concurrently with the extension of the Draft Act. 

The Cuamman. Except 1 month longer. 

Mr. Rivers. One month longer. 

The Cuamman. Applies to the boys who enlist between 17144 and 
18 years of age. 

Mr. Rivers. Yes, sir. 

The CHamman. Without objection, the bill will be favorably re- 
ported. And Mr. Rivers will make the request for a rule on H.R. 
3368. 

Now what is vour next bill ? 

Mr. Rivers. H.R. 3365, to authorize the crediting of certain service 
for purpose of retired pay for non-Regular service, and for other 
purposes, 

is proposed legislation has three major objectives: (1) it would 
authorize for purposes of retirement under title III of Public Law 
810, 80th Congress, certain Reserve service which is presently not 
recognized for Reserve retirement purposes; (2) it would recognize 
certain service to be counted as commissioned service for purposes of 
voluntary retirement from active duty; and (3) it would validate 
certain appointments made in the Army of the United States without 
component which were continued in effect without legal authority 
until April 1, 1953. 

This bill is almost identical in substance to one which was reported 
by this committee during the last session of the 84th Congress as 
H.R. 2035. H.R. 2035 passed the House on July 16, 1956, but no 
further action was taken - the other body. 


Specifically, this legislation will permit service, which heretofore 
through inadvertence had not been recognized under the provisions 
of law relating to title III retirement, for aviation cadets in the Navy 
between the period 1935 to 1942; for nurses and personenl serving 
in the Department of the Army as dietitians, physical therapists, 
or occupational therapists prior to 1947; and for National Guard per- 





sonr 
mon 
reco 


For 
dut; 
wer 


Nat 
is f 
apy 
fice 
of 1 
tiol 
seq 
tro 
ap) 
to 


ine 
19: 


— or 


axs ct oe oo Oe o> 








y or 


the 

are 
ince 
and 
red 
try. 
men 
ain- 


y OC- 
. of 


the 


vill 
ent 


ce 








545 


sonnel who are denied credit for service of up to approximately 16 
months because of an administrative delay in obtaining Federal 
recognition. 

This legislation would also authorize Reserve nurses in the Armed 
Forces the right to consider for voluntary retirement from active 
duty the service performed by them in the Armed Forces before they 
were provided commissioned status under the provisions of the Army- 
Navy Nurses Act of 1947. It should be pointed out that this service 
is presently allowed for nurses in the Regular Establishment. 

inally, the proposal would validate the appointment of officers 
appointed in the Army of the United States without component (of- 
ficers appointed without specifically designating them as members 
of the U.S. Army Reserve or National Guard) under the joint resolu- 
tion of September 22, 1941, but whose appointments lapsed as a con- 
sequence of the repeal of this authority on July 1, 1948. The Comp- 
troller General has ruled that although the Army presumed the 
appointments of such officers to have remained in effect from 1948 
to 1953 such appointments were, in fact, null and void. 

The result of this decision is that the service performed by such 
individuals, whether in an active or inactive status during the period 
1948 to 1958, cannot be recognized for any purpose. This proposal 
would correct this inequity. 

The Department of Defense has advised that the increased costs for 
fiscal year 1960 will es $567,000. This cost will remain 
approximately the same for the following 5 years. 

The Department of Defense has advised that the Bureau of the 
Budget has approved this legislative proposal and its enactment will 
result in no increase in the budgetary requirements of the Department. 
of Defense. 

Mr. Chairman, I would like to emphasize once again that this bill 
is for practical purposes the same as H.R. 2035 of the 84th Congress 
which was pon tt | by the committee and passed the House. I there- 
fore urge your favorable action once again so as to eliminate existin 
inequities in the law ai*ecting Reserve and National Guard riennonifie!, 

The subcommittee also adopted four technical amendments to the 
bill. These amendments made no change in the scope of the original 
draft proposal as recommended by the Department of Defense but 
were in the nature of clarifying amendments. 

Mr. Chairman, Subcommittee No. 3 by unanimous vote directed 
that H.R. 3365, as amended, be reported. I therefore move for 
favorable consideration of H.R. 3365, as amended. 

The Cuarrman. Now I examined this bill most carefully. It relates 
to aviation cadets, nurses, dietitians, and therapists. It merely per- 
mits these people in these categories to claim certain time, presently 
creditable ay other purposes, to also consider such service in connec- 
tion with title III while they are in the 20-year Reserve retirement. 
Without objection, the bill H.R. 3365 will be favorably reported. 
Mr. Rivers will make application for a rule. 

Mr. Rivers. Mr. Chairman, we have—— 

The Cuatrman. What is your next bill? 

Mr. Rivers. Wait now. 

Mr. Smart. Four technical amendments. 

Mr. Rivers. We have four technical amendments. 
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The CuarrMaAn. Without objection, the amendments are agreed to 
and the bill will be favorably reported as amended. 

Now what is your next bill? 

Mr. Rivers. That is all, sir. 

The Cuarrman. Now, members of the committee—wait one minute, 
We will take a recess until next Monday. 

Next Monday we will start—what do you have there ¢ 

Mr. Ketiener. We have a real estate report, Mr. Chairman. It 
is very brief. Mr. Doyle has it. 

Mr. Doyte. Mr. Chairman, I have that report. 

The Cuarrman. All right, Mr. Doyle, submit the real estate report, 
please, sir. 

Mr. Doyte. Mr. Chairman, your Real Estate Subcommittee met on 
February 18 for the consideration of seven real estate projects and 
the reconsideration of one project. All eight are now recommended 
for approval and they are as follows: 

Air Force Acquisition No. 406: Pease Air Force Base, N.H. This 
involves 779 acres at a cost of $88,000. Land will be usesd for the 
construction of a dam and reservoir in accordance with obligations 
incurred by the United States at the time the base was constructed. 

Air Force Disposal No. 57: This project will permit the Air Force 
to transfer to General Services Administration Air Force Plant No. 
39 at Chicago, Ill. There is no further requirement for this property 
by any of the military departments and it is costing the Government 
over $2 million a year to keep it. 

Navy Disposal No. 179 will transfer 175 acres of land in Hawaii 
from the Navy to the Department of Commerce for use by the Coast 
and Geodetic Survey. 

Navy Disposal No. 167: This project involves the Marine Corps 
Supply Forwarding Annex, Portsmouth, Va. This property is no 
longer required and will be transferred to General Services Admin- 
istration. It is likely that the Coast Guard will, in turn, receive it 
by transfer from the General Services Administration. 

Navy Disposal No. 184 involves the disposal of some Lanham Act 
housing at the Naval Gun Factory, Piney Point Annex, Md. All of 
the — of this installation has already been disposed of pre- 
viously. 

Navy Disposal No. 185: This project would transfer to General 
Services Administration about thirteen one hundredths of an acre of 
land in Quantico, Va. The property, which is situated in downtown 
Quantico, is improved by four housing units previously occupied by 
civilian employees but now not used in any fashion. 

Army Acquisition No. 318 will permit the transfer from the Navy 
to the Army of an aircraft plant in Bronx, N. Y. The Army will 
use it as a seven-unit Army Reserve center. 

Army Acquisition No. 319: This project involves the continued 
leasing of properties owned by the city of Oakland and used by the 
Army in connection with the Oakland Army Terminal. During the 
testimony, the Army indicated that it will probably request author- 
ity to acquire a part of this property in fee at some time in the 

uture. 

Mr. Chairman, I move favorable consideration of the foregoing re- 
port, on behalf of the committee. . 
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The Cuarrman. Without objection, the report of Mr. Philbin’s 
subcommittee is made the report of the full committee, and the clerk 
will notify the Department that the committee interposes no objection 
to the conclusions reached by the subcommittee. 

Now, members of the committee, on Monday we will have public 
hearings on what is known as the public works bill. It involves the 
authorization of about a billion and a half dollars. 

Between now and Monday, I hope that Mr, Kilday and Mr. Dur- 
ham and Mr. Rivers will try to clean up what matters are pending 
before their subcommittees, not including the Military Codes of 
Justice. 

Mr. Kitpay. We have all this week. 

The Cuarrman. You haveall this week. [Laughter. ] 

It will take us 2 weeks to finish the public works bill by the full 
committee. Thank you, gentlemen, very much. 

(Whereupon, at 11: 55 a.m., the committee adjourned.) 
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